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The defendant, George Ceorgiou, is a citizen and a
resident of Canada. He has been arrested and charged with
unl awf ul stock-mani pulation as a result of a series of acts he
all egedly conmtted over a |l engthy period of tine. The
government contends that his activities caused financial |osses
inthe mllions of dollars. Contending that he posed a serious
risk of flight, the governnment sought pre-trial detention. At a
hearing before United States Magi strate Judge Rueter in early
Sept enber 2008, the court granted the government’s notion.
Def endant filed an appeal to this court. Wile the appeal was
pendi ng, the parties worked out a conprom se arrangenent, whereby
t he defendant would live with a relative in New York subject to
el ectronic nonitoring. Under this arrangenment, defendant’s
nmovenments woul d be restricted to specified areas, not including
Canada.

Counsel who negotiated the conprom se no | onger
represent the defendant. Through new counsel, defendant has now

filed a notion to nodify the agreed-upon conditions. The



def endant proposes that he be allowed to return to Canada to |ive
with his famly, under arrangenents whereby enpl oyees of a
Canadi an contractor would nonitor his activities, and would
pronptly respond to any violations of the electronic nonitoring
arrangenent. Defendant al so proposes to furnish surety bonds
guaranteed by various relatives and friends, aggregating mllions
of dollars, and proffers a conplete waiver of extradition.

The governnent objects to the proposed changes,
asserting, anong other things, that the bonds woul d not be
enforceabl e in Canada, that the waiver of extradition m ght not
be enforceable in Canada, and that the Anerican authorities would
have no direct ability to enforce the electronic nonitoring
requi renents. Magistrate Judge Rueter declined to approve the
proposed anendnents, and defendant has appeal ed that order as
wel | .

In his two opinions in this case, Mgistrate Judge
Rueter carefully outlined his reasoning. He agrees that there is
a very great risk of flight, that the government has a strong
case on the nerits, etc. | have not been provided with any valid
basis for disagreeing with Judge Rueter’s concl usions on these
subj ect s.

| do agree that the conditions now proposed by
defendant’s counsel m ght very well prove workable, and that any

attenpt by the defendant to becone a fugitive or to remain a



fugitive for any significant period of tine could probably be
overconme. On the other hand, enforcenent of the proposed
conditions, if that becane necessary, mght well prove burdensone
and tinme-consumng. | can understand why the governnent is
reluctant to assune the additional burdens these conditions m ght
i npose upon gover nnent personnel

On bal ance, | believe the key factor is that the
present arrangenents were agreed upon by defendant and his then-
counsel, and the present record provides no sufficient reason for
nodi fication of the arrangenents. The only change of
circunstances referred to is the fact that defendant’s w fe has
recently given birth to a baby and is allegedly suffering from
post partum depression. It is argued that, if the defendant could
be reunited with his famly in Canada, her depression m ght be
aneliorated. In ny view, however, it is reasonable to suppose
that frequent tel ephone conversations, and occasional visits to
t he defendant in New York, would be as likely to benefit the
famly situation as would the arrangenents now bei ng proposed by
t he def endant.

In short, | believe Magistrate Judge Rueter adequately
addressed, and properly resolved, the issues invol ved.
Def endant’ s notion for nodification wll be denied.

An Order foll ows.



IN THE UNI TED STATES DI STRI CT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DI STRICT OF PENNSYLVANI A
UNI TED STATES OF ANVERI CA
V. : CRIM NAL NO. 08-nj-01220- JF
GEORGE GEORG QU :

ORDER

AND NOW this 7" day of January 2009, |IT |I'S ORDERED:

1. Def endant’ s appeal fromthe detention order
originally entered by the Magistrate Judge is DEN ED as noot.

2. Def endant’ s notion for nodification of the
pretrial conditions is DENIED, wi thout prejudice to re-assertion
if trial has not conmmenced within 120 days fromthe date of this

Or der.

BY THE COURT:

[s/ John P. Fullam
John P. Fullam Sr. J.




